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REMARKS 

In the First Office Action, the Examiner objected to the eignatiure on the transmittal 
letter. The Examiner objected to the drawings/epeciflcation fbr inconaistendea. The Examiner 
rejected claims 1-3, 9, 12, 16-17» 20, 23. and 25 under 35 U.S.C. S102(b) as anticipated by Ganz et 
al. (PB 38 17 246 Al). The Examiner rejected claim 22 under 35 U-S.C. §103 as unpatentable 
over Ganz in view of Schray et aL (US 5,845,495). The Examiner objection to claims 4-8, lO-ll, 

18^ 19, 21> and 24 indicating these claims wouia l?e aUowable If appropriately rewntten in 
independent form. 

Reconsideration and re-examination of the application oe amended coneidoiiinf the 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Objection to Signature 

The Examiner pbjected to the signature on the transmittal letter for this applicatiox^ 
which was filed electronically using the approved ePave software, as not being placed between 
forward slashes as required in 37 CFR 1.4(d)(2). 

Applicants respectfiilly traverse the Examiner's objection. This application was filed on 
July 28» 2004 almost two months before the requirement of placing electronic signatures between 
fonvard slashss took e£&ct on September 21, 2004. As such, the electronic signature is behaved 
to be proper and the Examiner is requested to withdraw the objection. 

Qbiectjona to Drflwinga/Spftcificfltion 

The Examiner objected to the drawing av not containing refsrence numeral 120 an<X to 
the drawinsrs/spediication as not describing elementa 140, 148 in Fi^xire 5.. 

Applirianta haxr^ amended th* ^pQci^^tion consistont with the drawings «o that edl 
references in the specification are shown in the drawings, and all references in the drawings are 
described in the specification to obviate the Examiners' objections. 

Claim Reiectjone Under 3B ITSn 58102. 103 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 9, 12, 16-17, 20, 23, and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
anticipated by Ganz et al <DE 38 17 246 Al). The E^^miner rejected claim 22 under 
35 U.S.C. §103 as unpatentable over Gana: in view of Schray et al. (US 6,845,495). Applicants 
respectfully disagree and traverse the rejection for the reasons below. However, Applicants have 
amended a number of claims to more particularly point out the invention and respectfully submit 
that all claims are allowable over the prior art relied upon by tlie Examiner. 

The Examiner iclied on thes Figure and English Abstracts of Oanz as anticipating 
Applicants* invention a$ claimed in the claims identified above. However, based on Applicants* 
underatanding of Ganz, the turbochargera Are oporatod in a manner eimilar to the sequential 
parallel VGT*s described in Applicants' diacbsure Paragraph [0005] where one turbocharger ia 
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jidl9d at low^r ma^s airfbwa and becomes activa at higher mass aiHLowe. Ae described in the 
English abstract of Ganz, '^iiile tlie engine id running, one charger can be cut in to supplement 
the other." There ia no diadoaure in the abatracte of the operation or function of valve 29, which 
the Examiner relies upon as showing sequential oompresfior operation. Similarly^ there ia no 
discbaure in the Qanz abatracta relied upon by the Examiner of operating both turhochargera 6, 9 
in a parallel configuration aa diacloaed and claimed by Applicants. A» auch, Applkanta 
respedfally submit that tlie invention as claimed in the originally filed claims 1-25 ia patentable 
over Ganz and reserve the rig^bt to pursue these claims In another application. 

Applicants have amended the claima of thia application to mora particularly point out the 
invention and to advance the proaeoution of thia oaae. Apphoantd believe the claima aa originally 
filed, and now aa amended, are patentable over the abstracts of the Ganz patent relied upon by 
the Escaminex. 

Summary 

Apphcanta have made a genuine effort to respond to the Examiner^a objectiona and 
rejectioDd to advance prosecution of this appHcation. Applicants respactfully submit that all 
fbrmal and substantive requirements for patentability have been met and that this case ia in 
condition for allowance, which action is respectfully requested. 

An additional fee of $600.00 is beheved to be due for presentation of additional v/ 
independent claims. Please charge this fee and any other cost incurred in the filing of this 
Amendment, along with any otlier costn, to Deuosit Account D6-lftl0 (Ford Global 
TAftliTiftlftgipa. TXnv If there are insuffidaut funds in this account, please charge the fees to 
Deposit Account No.06-1606. 



Respectfully submitted: 

David S. Bir, Reg. No. 38,383 
Attorney of Record 

November 7, 2005 
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